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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
REAGAN OUTDOOR ADVERTISING, 
INC. and DOUGLAS MADSEN, 
Petitioner, : 
vs. : Case No. 890478 
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF : Category 13 
TRANSPORTATION, 
Respondent. : 
BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO PETITION FOR WRIT 
OF CERTIORARI TO THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 
1. Whether, under Rule 43, Petitioner Reagan Outdoor 
Advertising ("Reagan") has established the existence of the 
"special and important reasons" necessary for this Court to 
exercise its judicial discretion to grant a petition for a writ 
of certiorari. 
2. Whether, under the standard of Rule 43, the Utah 
Court of Appeals erred in dismissing Reagan's Petition for Review 
of an administrative ruling on the ground it was not filed in the 
Court of Appeals or Supreme Court within 30 days of the final 
order. 
OPINION OF THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
The Court of Appeals dismissed Petitioner's Petition 
for review as untimely filed. The full opinion in support of the 
order of dismissal is annexed as Appendix A. 
CONTROLLING PROVISIONS OF 
OF CONSTITUTIONS, STATUTES 
ORDINANCES AND REGULATIONS 
Controlling provisions are Utah Code Ann. § 63-46b-
16(2)(a) (1989), Rule 43 of the Rules of the Utah Supreme Court, 
and Rules 14(a), 18, and 22(b) of the Rules of the Utah Court of 
Appeals. These provisions are set forth in full in Appendix B. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
NATURE OF THE CASE, COURSE OF 
PROCEEDINGS AND DISPOSITION 
A formal hearing was held on Kay 8, 1989 before the 
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Utah Department of Transportation hearing officer for District 
No. 1 to determine whether certain roadside signs owned by 
Petitioner Reagan were in violation of law and consequently 
whether sign permits for those signs should be revoked and the 
signs removed. The hearing officer decided in favor of the 
Department of Transportation and against Petitioner herein, and 
on June 19, 1989 entered an Order Revoking Sign Permit and for 
Removal of Sign. (Appendix C) Petitioner's Request for 
Reconsideration was denied by Order dated July 13, 1989. 
(Appendix D) 
On August 14, 1987 Petitioner herein left a Notice of 
Appeal and attendant documents with the Utah Department of 
Transportation. (Appendix E) The hearing officer subsequently 
apprised Petitioner that the Department of Transportation was not 
a depository for those items. On August 27 (or 28), 1989 
Petitioner filed a Petition for Review with the Utah Court of 
Appeals. (Appendix F) 
On October 16, 1989, the Utah Court of Appeals 
dismissed the Petition for Review as untimely filed. (Appendix 
A) 
RELEVANT FACTS 
1. An Order of the Agency was entered June 19, 1989 
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(Appendix C), and a Request for Reconsideration was denied by 
Order dated July 13, 1989 (Appendix D). 
2. Petitioner did not file its Petition for Review 
with the Utah Court of Appeals until August 27 (or 28), 1989. 
(Appendix F) 
3. The time between the entry of the final Order 
denying reconsideration and the filing of the Petition for Review 
was more than 30 days, 
ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
PETITIONER HAS NOT SHOWN THE EXISTENCE 
OF THE "SPECIAL AND IMPORTANT REASONS" 
NECESSARY FOR THIS COURT TO EXERCISE 
ITS JUDICIAL DISCRETION TO GRANT A 
PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI 
Rule 43 of the Rules of the Utah Supreme Court requires 
the existence of "special and important reasons" as a basis for 
granting a Writ of Certiorari. Four categories are stated in 
Rule 43 to "indicate the character of reasons that will be 
considered." Petitioner has not shown, or even attempted to 
show, that its case is within any of the four stated categories. 
Moreover, Petitioner's generalized argument clearly 
fails to meet the high burden of Rule 43. This is demonstrated 
in the Argument in Point II. 
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POINT II 
THE COURT OF APPEALS DID NOT ERR IN DIS-
MISSING PETITIONER'S PETITION FOR REVIEW 
BECAUSE PETITIONER'S FAILURE TO FILE ITS 
PETITION FOR REVIEW WITH THE COURT OF 
APPEALS (OR SUPREME COURT) WITHIN 30 DAYS 
OF THE FINAL ORDER IS A JURISDICTIONAL 
DEFECT 
The Court below ruled correctly in dismissing the 
Petition for Review. Petitioner's failure to file a Petition 
with the Court of Appeals (or Supreme Court) within 30 days of 
the final order of the administrative tribunal denied the Court 
of jurisdiction. 
Rule 14(a) of the Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals 
provides in part as follows: "When judicial review by this Court 
of an order or decision of an administrative agency is provided 
by statute, a Petition for Review shall be filed with the Court 
of Appeals within the time prescribed by statute or, if there is 
no time prescribed, within 30 days after the date of the order or 
decision." No statutory time limit has been observed, leaving as 
the applicable limit the 30 days specified in Rule 14(a). 
The last order regarding which Petitioner seeks review 
is the Department of Transportation's Order denying Petitioner's 
Judicial review of the administrative order or decision is 
provided by statute. See Utah Code Ann. § 63-46b-16(1988); Utah 
Code Ann. § 78-2a-3(2)(a) (1989). 
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Request for Reconsideration. That order was dated July 13, 1989, 
(Appendix D) The Petition for Review was filed in the Utah Court 
of Appeals on August 27 (or 28), 1989. (Appendix F) Thus, the 
Petition was not filed within the 30 days required by law. 
Moreover, Rule 22(b) of the Rules of the Utah Court of 
appeals provides that "the Court may not enlarge the time for 
filing a Notice of Appeal or a Petition for Review from an order 
of an administrative agency, except as specifically authorized by 
law." There is no specific authorization in law to excuse 
Petitioner's failure to timely file. 
There is a provision in Rule 4(e) of the Rules of the 
Utah Court of Appeals allowing that a "court from which the 
appeal is taken, upon a showing of excusable neglect or good 
clause, amy extend the time for filing a notice of appeal upon 
motion filed not later than 30 days after the expiration of the 
time prescribed by paragraph (a) of this rule." (Emphasis added) 
But for numerous reasons, this Rule is of no avail to Petitioner. 
First, Rule 18 of the Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals states 
specifically that "Rules 3 through 8 ... are not applicable" to 
review of decisions or orders of agencies. Second, Rule 4 by its 
terms applies to an appeal from a court, and not to a petition 
for review of an adjudicative decision, such as that involved 
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here. Third, the Rule does not apply unless the party seeking an 
extension files a motion not later than 30 days after the 
expiration of the 30 days stated in the rule. That time expired, 
even if it applied to this non-appeal matter, Septssmber 13, 1989, 
and Petitioner filed no motion. Fourth, as discussed below, the 
case law would not allow an extension of time in this case even 
if Rule 4 did apply to a petition for review and even if the 
petitioner had met the procedural requirements set out in that 
Rule. 
The standard of "excusable neglect" in this context is 
a strict one, which Petitioner is far from meeting. See 
Prowswood, Inc. v. Mountain Fuel Supply Co., 676 P.2d 952, 955 
(Utah 1984) (Dismissing the appeal and stating that "[i]t is 
axiomatic in this jurisdiction that failure to timely perfect an 
appeal is a jurisdictional failure requiring dismissal of the 
appeal.") See also Holbrook v. Hodson, 24 Utah 2d 120, 466 P.2d 
843 (1970). 
Petitioner relies on Wood v. Turner, 18 Utah 2d 229, 
419 P.2d 634 (1966). That reliance is misplaced. Wood involved 
a premature filing, not a late filing. The portion of the Wood 
opinion relevant to this case is as follows: "It is true that 
this court has previously held that the filing of a notice of 
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appeal after the expiration of the one month allowed by the rule 
is a jurisdictional defect. Our conclusion in this case 
represents no departure from that holding." 18 Utah 2d at 231, 
419 P.2d at 635 (emphasis in original). 
Petitioner's reliance on Associated Financial Services 
v. Sevy, 776 P.2d 650 (Utah Court of Appeals 1989) is likewise 
misplaced. That decision, which Petitioner incorrectly 
attributes to this Court, rested on explicit rules of both the 
Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. Thus, the Court of 
Appeals' decision in Associated Financial Services v. Sevy is 
fully consistent with its decision in the instant case, in which 
the court recognized that those rules "limit[] the transfer of 
misfiled appeals and petitions to the supreme court and the court 
of appeals." See Order of Dismissal, Appendix A. 
Petitioner's abstract references to the meaning of 
"court" are meaningless. The specific directives of the statutes 
and rules govern, as correctly determined by the Court below. 
The Department of Transportation's Order Revoking Sign 
Permit and for Removal of Sign (Appendix C) specifically called 
attention to the Petitioner's "right to judicial review of a 
final order before the appropriate court (Utah Court of Appeals)" 
and stated: 
_ Q _ 
A petition for review must be filed 
within 30 days after the date of the 
final order. Rule 14 of the Rules of 
the Utah Court of Appeals. 
Despite the law, and despite the Order's crystal clear 
direction to Petitioner regarding how to proceed to judicial 
review, Petitioner's attorney failed properly to so proceed. He 
did file a Notice of Appeal with the Department of Transpor-
tation, but under the circumstances there is no justification in 
law or equity for having done so. 
Since there was no timely filing of a Petition for 
Review in the Utah Court of Appeals (or Supreme Court), the Court 
of Appeals' dismissal of the Petition was not error. 
CONCLUSION 
Based upon the foregoing arguments, the Petition for a 
Writ of Certiorari should be denied. 
Respectfully submitted this ^U day of November, 1989 30^ 
R. PAUL VAN DAM 
Attorney General 
kV~ vJlm%)r\ 
RALPH L. FINLAYSON 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorneys for Respondent 
_ Q _ 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that four (4) copies of the foregoing 
Brief of Respondent were mailed, postage prepaid, to Douglas T. 
Hall, Attorney for Petitioner, 1775 North 900 West, Salt Lake 
City, Utah 84116, this ' M day of December, 1989. 
U i QL£$U- k\r\MHcbbM 
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APPENDIX A 
r M
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 n 
IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
OOOOO 
Reagan Outdoor Advertising, 
Inc., and Douglas Madsen, 
Petitioners, 
v. 
Utah Department of 
Transportation, 
Respondent. 
ORDER OF DISMISSAL 
Case No. 890511-CA 
Before Judges Orme, Garff and Davidson (On Law and Motion). 
Upon respondent's motion to dismiss the petition for review 
as untimely filed, it appearing that the petition was not 
properly filed under R. Utah Ct. App. 14(a) until July 28, 
1989, and that the filing of a notice of appeal with the 
administrative agency is without efficacy under Utah Code Ann. 
§ 63-46b-16(2)(a) (1989), said motion is hereby granted. 
The Department of Transportation is not the equivalent of a 
"court" within the meaning of R. Utah Ct. App. 4(a) and the 
A.L.J, does not conduct a hearing as a Hcourt of law." See R. 
Utah Ct. App. 18. Appeal from a formal administrative 
adjudication is by original petition to the appellate court 
under R. Utah Ct. App. 14. The filing of a petition for review 
commences the judicial proceeding. In the absence of 
petitioner's timely compliance with Rule 18, this court lacks 
jurisdiction to review the administrative decision. See also 
R. Utah Ct. App. 4C (limiting the transfer of misfiled appeals 
and petitions to the supreme court and the court of appeals.) 
The above-entitled appeal from an adjudication of the 
Department of Transportation is dismissed as untimely filed. 
DATED this 16th d 
FOR THE COURT 
tober, 1989. 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on the 16th day of October, 1989, a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing ORDER OF DISMISSAL was 
deposited in the United States mail. 
Douglas T. Hall 
Attorneys at Law 
1775 North 900 East 
Salt Lake City, UT 84116 
Ralph L. Finlayson 
Assistant Attorney General 
B U I L D I N G M A I L 
Clinton D. Topham 
Utah Department of Transportation 
169 North Wall Avenue 
Ogden, UT 84412 
DATED this 16th day of October, 1989. 
^eputy Clerk 
APPENDIX B 
UTAH CODE ANNOTATED ( 1 9 8 9 ) 
63-46b-16. Judicial review — Formal adjudicative pro-
ceedings. 
(1) As provided by statute, the Supreme Court or the Court of Appeals has 
jurisdiction to review all final agency action resulting from formal adjudica-
tive proceedings. 
(2) (a) To seek judicial review of final agency action resulting from formal 
adjudicative proceedings, the petitioner shall file a petition for review of 
agency action with the appropriate appellate court in the form required 
by the appellate rules of the appropriate appellate court. 
(b) The appellate rules of the appropriate appellate court shall govern 
all additional filings and proceedings in the appellate court. 
RULES OF THE UTAH SUPREME COURT 
Rule 43. Considerations governing review of certiorari. 
Review by a writ of certiorari is not a matter of right, but of judicial discre-
tion, and will be granted only when there are special and important reasons 
therefor. The following, while neither controlling nor wholly measuring the 
court's discretion, indicate the character of reasons that will be considered: 
(1) When a panel of the Court of Appeals has rendered a decision in 
conflict with a decision of another panel of the Court of Appeals on the 
same issue of law; 
(2) When a panel of the Court of Appeals has decided a question of 
state or federal law in a way that is in conflict with a decision of this 
court; 
(3) When a panel of the Court of Appeals has rendered a decision that 
has so far departed from the accepted and usual course of judicial proceed-
ings or has so far sanctioned such a departure by a lower court as to call 
for an exercise of this court's power of supervision; or 
(4) When the Court of Appeals has decided an important question of 
municipal, state, or federal law which has not been, but should be, settled 
by this court. 
(Added, effective April 20, 1987.) 
RULES OF THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
Rule 14. Review of administrative orders: How obtained; 
intervention. 
(a) Time for filing petition for review of administrative order. When 
judicial review by this court of an order or decision of an administrative 
agency is provided by statute, a petition for review shall be filed with the 
clerk of the Court of Appeals within the time prescribed by statute or, if there 
is no time prescribed, within 30 days after the date of the order or decision. 
The term "agency" includes commission, board, committee, or officer. 
Rule 18. Applicability of other rules to review. 
All provisions of these rules are applicable to review of decisions or orders of 
agencies, except that Rules 3 through 8 and 11 through 13 are not applicable. 
As used in any applicable rule, the term "appellant" includes a petitioner in 
proceedings to review agency orders. 
Rule 22. Computation and enlargement of time. 
(b) Enlargement of time. The court for good cause shown may upon mo-
tion enlarge the time prescribed by these rules or by its order for doing any act 
or may permit an act to be done after the expiration of such time, but the court 
may not enlarge the time for filing a notice of appeal or a petition for review 
from an order of an administrative agency, except as specifically authorized 
by law. A motion for enlargement of time shall: 
(1) state with particularity the reasons for granting the motion; 
(2) state whether the movant has previously been granted an enlarge-
ment of time and, if so, the number and duration of such enlargements; 
and 
(3) state when the time will expire for doing the act for which the 
enlargement of time is sought. 
APPENDIX C 
R. PAUL VAN DAM 
Attorney General 
RALPH FINLAYSON, Bar No. 1076 
Assistant Attorney General 
124 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
Telephone: (801) 538-1017 
BEFORE THE UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT ONE 
Utah Department of : ORDER REVOKING SIGN 
Transportation, : PERMIT AND FOR 
REMOVAL OF SIGN 
Complainant, : 
Reagan Outdoor Advertising, : 
Inc. and Douglas Madsen 
Respondents, 
Pursuant to the hearing request of Respondent, a 
hearing was held May 8, 1989 before the Utah Department of 
Transportation hearing officer for District No, 1. Ralph L. 
Finlayson represented the Utah Department of Transportation, and 
Douglas T. Hall represented Reagan Outdoor Advertising Inc. 
(hereafter "Reagan"). No one appeared separately in behalf of 
Respondent Douglas Madsen, though notice of the hearing had been 
provided him, the position of Reagan apparently coinciding with 
that of Respondent Douglas Madsen. 
(a) Findings of Fact. The presiding officer finds 
that the sign in issue owned by Reagan and located on the 
property of Douglas Madsen is located less than 500 feet from a 
previously existing sign; specifically, the distance is 452 feet 
on the highway right of way line, which is equivalent in distance 
to a line parallel thereto, and 468 feet along a parallel on the 
shoulder of the road. The presiding officer finds that the signs 
are in an area zoned commercial. The presiding officer also 
finds that the sign of Reagan and the sign on the same side of 
the highway to which the Reagan sign is closer than 500 feet are 
both visible at the same time. 
(b) Conclusions of Law. The Reagan Sign in question is 
in violation of Utah Code Annotated 27-12-136.5 (2)(a) (1989) and 
Utah Code Ann. 27-12-136.9 (1989). 
(c) Reasons. Testimony was given by two persons 
employed by the State that they and one other person measured the 
distance between the Reagan sign and another sign on the same 
side of the highway with chains; they measured 452 feet along one 
line and 468 feet along another, as indicated in (a) above. The 
452 foot measurement is along the highway right of way and is 
therefore of a distance exactly equal to a distance "parallel to 
the highway right of way." Utah Department of Transportation 
Regulations (1982) VII. A.l. That distance of 452 feet is the 
most appropriate for determining whether the Reagan sign is in 
violation of law. Even under a measurement along the shoulder of 
the road, which is more favorable to Reagan, the distance between 
signs is 468 feet, which is still substantially in violation of 
law. 
A person employed by Reagan gave testimony that he 
determined the distance between signs by driving along the curved 
highway adjacent to the sign corridor and noting the distance on 
his automobile odometer. He stated his conclusion that the 
distance exceeded 500 feet on his automobile odometer. The 
Reagan means of measurement is subject to several obvious 
limitations and is less accurate and appropriate than the means 
employed by the State's witnesses. 
Other testimony was also given in support of the Reagan 
sign being in violation, including testimony that the Reagan sign 
and the other sign on the same side of the highway and less than 
500 feet away were both visible at the same time. The document 
entitled "Application For Permit" and dated 10-28-86 was received 
in evidence. In this application an agent of Reagan signed a 
certification "[t]hat the sign [Reagan was erecting] was in full 
compliance with the Act and regulations promulgated thereunder." 
This is further support for the conclusion that Reagan had a duty 
to determine that its sign conformed to law. 
(d) Relief Ordered. It is hereby ordered that the 
permit for the Reagan sign that is the subject of this proceeding 
is revoked, that the sign immediately be removed, and that if the 
Department of Transportation performs the removal or incurs any 
cost in relation thereto, the owner of the sign and the owner of 
the land shall be jointly and severally liable for the costs of 
the removal. 
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(e) Notice of Right to Apply for Reconsideration and 
Time Limit. Respondent has a right to apply for reconsideration 
within 20 days after the date this order is issued, under Utah 
Code Ann. § 63-46b-13 (1988 Supp.). Application for 
reconsideration is not a precondition to judicial review. See 
Rule R 901-1-12. 
(f) Notice of Right to Review and Time Limit. 
Respondent has a right to judicial review of a final order before 
the appropriate court (Utah Court of Appeals) under Utah Code 
Ann. § 63-46b-16 (1988 Supp.). See Utah Code Ann. § 78-29-3(1988 
Supp). A petition for review must be filed within 30 days after 
the date of the final order. Rule 14 of the Rules of the Utah 
Court of Appeals. 
WHEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the permit for the 
sign of Respondent, Reagan Outdoor Advertising, Inc. presently 
located at or near milepost 332.87 on 1-15 in Davis County is 
revoked and that said sign immediately be removed, all costs of 
removal to be borne by Reagan Outdoor Advertising Inc., and 
Douglas Madsen, jointly and severally. 
DATED this / f * day of Cc IM- 1989. 
Clinton D. Topham, J 
Presiding Officer, 
District One 
169 North Wall Avenue 
P.O. Box 12580, Ogden, 
Utah 84412 
APPENDIX D 
BEhORE THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT ONE 
UTAH DEPAR7MENI OF 
TRANSPORTATION 
Complainant, 
vs. 
REAGAN OUTDOOR ADVERTISING, 
INC., and DOUGLAS MADSEN, 
Respondents. 
ORDER 
Request for Reconsideration ot Respondent, Reagan Outdoor 
Advertising, is denied 
DATED this 13th day of Jul y ,^989. /"I / 
Cl/rYton D. Topham, 9 J E. 
District One Director 
APPENDIX E 
DOUGLAS T. HALL 
Utah Bar No. 1305 
1775 North, 900 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801) 521-1775 
Attorney for Appellant 
BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT ONE 
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, 
Complaintant, 
vs. 
REAGAN OUTDOOR ADVERTISING, 
INC., and DOUGLAS MADSEN, 
Respondents. 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
COMES NOW the respondent, Reagan Outdoor Advertising, 
through counsel, and pursuant to the Rules of the Utah Court of 
Appeals, and hereby gives notice of its appeal to the Utah 
Court of Appeals from the Orders of the Utah Department of 
Transportation, District One, revoking Appellant's sign permit, 
ordering the removal of Appellant's sign, and denying 
Appellant's Request for Reconsideration, dated July 13, 1989. 
DATED this yy-ry-day of August, 1989. 
Douglas'!. H a l l ' 
Attorney for Respondent 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that I caused a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing Notice of Appeal to be mailed to Ralph L. 
Finlayson, attorney for the Complaintant, at 236 State Capitol, 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114, first class postage prepaid, this 
H^d.y of August, 1989. 
DOUGLAS T. HALL 
Utah Bar No. 1305 
1775 North, 900 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801) 521-1775 
Attorney for Appellant 
BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OP TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT ONE 
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, 
Compiaintant, 
vs. 
REAGAN OUTDOOR ADVERTISING, 
INC., and DOUGLAS MADSEN, ! 
Respondents. 
NOTICE OF FILING 
1 APPEAL BOND 
COMES NOW the respondent, Reagan Outdoor Advertising, 
through counsel, and pursuant to Rule 6 of the Rules of the 
Utah Court of Appeals, and hereby gives notice of filing a cost 
bond on appeal in the amount of $300.00 with the above-entitled 
agency. 
DATED this day of August, 1989. 
Douglas T. Hall ^ 
Attorney for Respondent 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that I caused a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing Notice of Filing Appeal Bond to be mailed to 
Ralph L. Finlayson, attorney for the Complaintant, at 236 State 
Capitol, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114, first class postage 
prepaid, this August, 1989. 
APPENDIX F 
F I L E D 
DOUGLAS T. HALL 
Utah Bar No. 1305 
1775 North, 900 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801) 521-1775 
Attorney for Petitioner 
IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, 
Complaintant and 
Respondent, 
vs. 
REAGAN OUTDOOR ADVERTISING, 
INC., Petitioner, and DOUGLAS 
MADSEN, 
Respondents. 
COMES NOW the Petitioner, R.O.A. General, Inc., dba 
Reagan Outdoor Advertising, through counsel, and pursuant to 
Rule 14 of the Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals, and hereby 
Petitions the Utah Court of Appeals for a review of the Order 
of the Utah Department of Transportation, District One, 
revoking Appellant's sign permit and ordering the removal of 
Appellant's sign, dated June 19th, 1989, the Order denying 
Petitioner's objection to the form of the Order, dated June 
AUG 271989 
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19, 1989, and the Order denying Appellant's Request for 
Reconsideration, dated July 13, 1989. 
DATED this J^ffT? day of August, 1989. 
Douglasr T. Hall 
Attorney for Respondent 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that I caused a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing Notice of Appeal to be mailed to Ralph L. 
Finlayson, Assistant Attorney General and attorney for the 
Complaintant/Respondent, at 236 State Capitol, Salt Lake City, 
Utah 84114, and to Douglas Madsen, the other, original named 
Respondent, at 1670 Church Street, Layton, Utah 84041, first 
class postaae prepaid, this 2 ? * day of August, 1989. 
